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'Phase I I - IMPACT 
INTRODUCTION 
Where Phase I of the Corridor Selection Study concerned the delin-
eation of neighborhood boundaries and establishment of cohesiveness 
levels, Phase I I emphasizes the impact of the highway on the neighborhoods. 
The to I I owing discussion ·j s based on the assumption that the construction of 
a highway wi II have an impact on the surrounding neighborhoods, and that 
it is possible to measure and predict the nature and direction of the impact. 
I mp act is genera 11 y defined as "the effect or inf I uence of one thing 
on another." Thus, determining the imp act of a highway on neighborhoods 
involves measuring the changes in neighborhood characteristics that may be 
associated with, or result from, the construction of a highway. Moreover, 
imp I icit in determining impact is the idea that changes wi 11 have a positive 
or negative direction, based on the assumption that changes in the neighbor-
hoods w i I I b"e either benef i c i a I or detr i menta I . 
Several theoretical and logical difficulties, inherent in the de-
termination process, should be considered before proceeding to a discussion 
of the methodology for measuring impact, and the subsequent development of 
measurement techniques. First is the problem of choosing which character~ 
istics to measure. Some, such as the value of the property, involved may 
be obvious and straightforward. Others, such as cohesiveness levels, or 
attachment to the neighborhood (quality of life) may be less obvious and 
rather elusive. 
Second is deciding whether the change in the characteristic wi I I 
be positive or negative in direction. For instance, owner occupancy 
may be considered a desirable characteristic, so that lowering the 
percentage of owner occupancy would be a negative change. Conversely, 
raising it would be ·positive. The number of persons per household is an 
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indication of crowding. If this number is lowered by the highway, the change 
would be considered positive, and if raised, negative. 
Third is the problem of time. Assuming that changes occur over time, 
some changes may only become apparent over a period of time, while others 
are more immediately discernible. For example, a change that may be 
immediately apparent is that br.ought about by relocating families, with 
the attendant disorganization and expense. This initial change, which 
may be considered negative, may in the long run result in a reduction in 
population density and crowding, which could be considered a beneficial 
effect. On the other hand, a reduction in the number of dwelling units, 
which initially may be considered beneficial, could in the long run, lower 
the tax base, with a detrimental or negative effect. 
Fourth is the problem of assigning weights. It is safe to assume 
that each characteristic measured wi I I not be of equal importance. For 
instance, the relative importance of changing the number of children 
in a neighborhood may· not prove significant when compared with the sig-
nificance of changing the rac i a I or ethnic composition. Therefore each 
characteristic may have a different effect on the whole. 
Taking the above problems into consideration, and given the limita-
tions of research design and data gathering techniques, the fol lowing meth-
odology was developed. 
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METHODOLOGY 
The sample survey data gathered in Phase I of the study was re-
evaluated for use in Phase I I. When neighborhood delineations were 
reassessed, sub-neighborhoods were found to exist within several of the 
areas previously designated as neighborhood units. On this basis, the 
neighborhood boundaries were realigned, resulting in ten neighborhoods 
which would be affected by the two alternate corridors selected as a re-
suit of Phase 1 (see maps). 
The neighborhood characteristics to be measured were chosen from the 
existing survey data. These characteristics were di v,i ded into three 
categories: demographic, socio-economic and social psychological. These 
in turn, relate to the theoretical concepts of social networ~s and organi~ 
zations, use of area facilities, and emotional attachment to the neighbor-
hood upon which the research was designed. They were stated in the form 
of social indicators, that is in terms of mean scores, ratios or percentages. 
, 
In order to give consideration to the negative and positive direction of 
the impact, directional hypotheses were formed for each indicator. For the 
purposes of this study only the immediate, initial impact was included in 
the observations, and each characteristic was considered to have equal im-
portance. The procedure was as fol lows: 
On the basis of the surwey data, each neighborhood was given a score 
for each indicator. The scores were used to show the direction of impact, 
with low scores considered indicators of positive impact and high scores 
indicators of negative impact. To indicate the degree of impact, the scores 
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were then ranked on a scale of I to 10, with low rank being assigned 
to represent low impact and high rank to represent high impact. For 
example, a low score (p,ositive impact) assigned a high rank wou Id 
indicate a high positive impact. Conversely, a high score (negative 
impact) assigned a high rank would show a high negative impact. The 
ranks were grouped accoraing to the above three categories, summed, and 
a mean rank calculated for both the negative and positive dimensions 
i- of each neighborhood. (See Tables 4-9 and 13-18.) 
Next, the ranks for al I three categories were summed, and mean 
ranks calculated, resulting in a single mean rank for the positive 
and a single mean rank for the negative dimensions of each neighborhood. 
The neighborhoods were then divided according to their relationship· to 
the two alternate corridors and ranked high, medium, or low in both 
positive and negative 'impact. (See Tables 2, 3, 11, 12.) 
Finally, a table was constructed for each alternate corridor align-
ment, showing the positive and negative ranks of each affected neigh-
/- borhood. <Tab I es I and IO.) 
FINDINGS - General 
Alternate I neighborhoods ranked consistently lower on both 
the negative and the positive impact scales than Alternate I I neighbor-
hoods. Of all the neighborhoods, I IE and I IW, which are common to both 
alternates, ranked lowest in negative impact and highest in positive 
impact. 
For Alternate I, neighborhood 7 ranked highest in negative impact, 
and lowest in positive impact. Neighborhoods 4E and 4W were in the middle 
range for both negative and positive impact. 
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For Alternate I I neighborhoods, 6W ranked highest in negative and 
lowest in positive impact, 6E in the high middle range in negative im-
pact, low middle in positive impact. Neighborhood 2 ranked in the low 
range in negative impact, but high in positive impact. 8W and BE were 
in the middle range for both negative and positive impact. 
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IMPACT INDICATORS 
The fol lowing is a I isting of the selected indicators and 
measures used to assess the imp act of the h. i ghway on the neighborhoods. 
The hypothesis stated is accompanied by the rationale upon which it 
was based. 
Negative Impact Indicators, Hypotheses and Rationales 
Demographic 
I. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
2. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
Socio-economic 
I. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
2. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
Minor population. 
Chi Id/adult population. 
The higher the chi Id to adult ratio, the higher the 
negative impact. 
The more children present, the greater the possibi I ity 
of disruption due to moving families. 
Crowding. 
Mean number of persons per household. 
The higher the mean number of persons per household, 
the higher the negative impact. 
The greater the popu I ati on density, the. greater the 
probabi I ity of moving more people. 
Mobi I ity. 
Mean length of residence. 
The higher the mean I ength of residence, the h.i gher 
the negative impact. 
The greater the length of residence in one location, 
the greater the expected disruption to the individual in 
relocation and the greater the possibi I ity of reducing 
neighborhood stabi I ity. 
Housing. 
Percent owner-occupied housing. 
The higher the percentage of owner-occupancy, the 
higher the negative impact. 
Reduction of owner-occupied housing w i I I reduce neigh-
borhood stability. 
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3. Attribute: Social cohesion. 
Measure: Mean cohesiveness scores. (Mean scores on neighboring 
practices scale.) 
Hypothesis: The higher the cohesiveness score, the higher the 
negative impact. 
Rationale: Reduction in the cohesiveness level of the neighborhood 
wi I I contribute to neighborhood disorganization and 
disruption. 
Social Psychological 
I. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
2. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
Neighborhood attachment. 
Mean of questions in Section 4 of interview schedule. 
The higher the attachment to the neighborhood, the higher 
negative impact. 
The degree of attachment to the neighborhood implies 
the degree of negative impact resulting from movement 
out of the neighborhood or possible changes in the 
neighborhood. 
Highway attitudes. 
Percent against highway construction. 
The higher the percentage against highway construction, 
the higher the negative impact. 
The greater the opposition to highway construction, the 
greater the probabi I ity of problems with noighborhood 
residents. 
Positive Impact Indicators, Hypotheses and Rationales 
Demographic 
I . Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
2. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
Minor population. 
Chi Id/adult ratio. 
The lower the ratio of children to adults, the higher the 
positive impact. 
The fewer children present, the fewer expected problems 
with disruption in family relocation. 
Crowding. 
Mean number of persons per household. 
The lower the mean number of persons per household, the 
higher the positive impact. 
The lower the population density, the fewer the number of 
people to be affected by relocation. 
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Socio-economic 
I. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
2. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
3. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
Mobi I ity/stabi lity. 
Mean length of residence. 
The lower the mean length of residence, the higher the 
positive impact. 
A lower mean length of residence may indicate a more 
mobile population and less resistance to relocation. 
Housing. 
Percent owner-occupied housing. 
The lower the percentage of owner-occupied housing, the 
higher the positive impact. 
Renters are more easily moved than owners. 
Social cohesion. 
Mean cohesiveness scores. 
The lower the cohesiveness score, the higher the positive 
impact. 
It the highway is viewed as a threat, it could result in 
increased neighborhood cohesiveness. 
Social Psychological 
I. Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
2, Attribute: 
Measure: 
Hypothesis: 
Rationale: 
Neighborhood attachment. 
Mean of questions in Section 4 of interview schedule. 
The lower the attachment to the neighborhood, the higher 
the positive impact. 
If the highway improved the neighborhood, greater attach-
ment to neighborhood could result. 
Highway attitudes. 
Percent against highway construction. 
The lower the percentage of people against the highway, 
the higher the positive impact. 
This assumes that the fewer people against construction 
indicates a greater number in favor, or at least less 
resistant to construction. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILES AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS 
The individual neighborhood profiles which fol low provide a 
more intuitive approach to data analysis than the rankings included in 
the previous section. Based on a summary of the data which is contained 
in Tables 36-40, each neighborhood is described in narrative form and the 
findings are interpreted. 
The previous ranking analysis assumed that each attribute was 
of equal importance. The interpretation of the profiles tr,ies to antici-
pate which attributes may be of major importance in each case, regardless 
of rank. Estimation of relative importance can only be tentative, since, 
in the actual situation, the importance or weight assigned to an attribute 
can be influenced by any or al I of the conditions present. 
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Neighborhood Eleven East 
The sample from this neighborhood is one of the oldest, with 
a mean age of 51.4 years. The chi Id/adult ratio is one of the lowest 
(.56), and the mean number of persons per household (3.15) indicates I ittle 
crowding. While only sixty four percent of the homes are owner-occupied, 
the mean length of residence (12.3 years) is one of the highest. Forty 
four percent of the sample identified themselves with white ethnic groups 
and I 1.2 percent with minority groups. Nearly 63 percent of the social 
activities of respondents take place outside of the neighborhood. The 
cohesiveness level is in the low range (27.47), and attachment to the 
neighborhood is low (2.03). However, 53 percent of the sample indicated 
objection to the highway. 
Answers to questions 4. I, 4.3 and 4.4 showed that, although 
residents were generally satisfied with the neighborhood as a place to 
I ive, most of them were not optimistic about its future. Thirty three 
percent responded that they wou Id prefer to move outside of Omaha given 
the choice of where to relocate. 
Since the highway corridor wi I I be located on the periphery 
of the neighborhood, it wi I I probably cause relatively I ittle disruption 
to established neighborhood patterns and may, in fact, help to make the 
neighborhood a more desirable place to I ive. 
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Neighborhood Eleven West 
This neighborhood, which is located directly to the west of 
the proposed corridor is similar to I IE. The sample is slightly older, 
with a mean age of 55. The chi Id adult/ratio is low (.31) and there 
is an average of 2.43 persons per household. Fifty seven percent of 
the homes in the sample are owner-occupied and the mean length of resi-
dence is 12.9 years. Thirty percent of the sample is comprised of 
minority groups, and only fifteen percent identified themselves with 
white ethnic groups. Some sixty three percent of the social activities 
occur outside the neighborhood and cohesiveness is low (27.50)_ Neigh-
borhood attachment is relatively high (2.84), but only 29 percent of 
the sample expressed objection to the highway. 
The higher degree of neighborhood attachment may be. attributable 
to the higher percent of minority group population, in that tmey' da,not 
generally feel as tree to move anywhere they choose. 
It the number being relocated can be kept smal I, and the relocation 
process kept smooth, the negative impact may be minimized and the positive 
aspects maximized. 
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Neighborhood Four East 
The sample from neighborhood 4E had a mean age of 49.9, a low chi Id/ 
adult ratio (.42) and a \ow crowding index (2.76 persons per household). 
The composition is 40% white ethnic and 5% minority groups. Owner-occupancy 
is 81% and the mean length of residence is relatively high (\ I .6). Neigh-
borhood attachment is low (2.30) and a high percentage (91. 10) of social 
and economic activities occur outside the neighborhood, but the cohesiveness 
level is in the middle range. Thirty tour percent of the sample is against 
the highway. 
Eighty six percent of the sample see the neighborhood as a desir-
able place to Jive now, while only 18% see it as becoming more desirable in 
the future. Twenty six percent don't plan to stay in the neighborhood. 
Given choices, 6% would prefer to locate in South Omaha, 24% elsewhere in 
Omaha and 54.5% outside of Omaha. Fifteen percent would prefer to stay 
in the neighborhood. 
The primary problems here would seem to be the high owner-
occupancy rate, and possibly the degree of opposition to the highway. It 
relocation is satisfactory, and what stability and cohesiveness exists is 
maintained, disruption could be kept minimal. If the stabi I ity pattern 
is maintained, and the highway brings with it benefits such as better 
access to necessary services and/or physical improvements, the ultimate 
impact on Neighborhood 4E could be positive. 
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Neighborhood four West 
The sample from neighborhood 4W consisted of only eight households. 
The mean age was 42.6 years, and the chi Id/adult ratio one of the highe:st 
(I. 13). The mean number of persons per household is also high (4.25). 
Sixty-two. percent of the homes are owner occupied and the mean length of 
' 
residence Ls 9. 7 years. Thirty-three percent of the peop I e in the sami:j/1.e 
identified themselves with minority groups and 16% white ethnic. Most 
of the social and economic activities (91. 10%) take place outside the 
neighborhood, and neighborhood cohesiveness is the lowest of al I the - ~{;;'''_,,:,;0·_.,=, ·-
~-- ';\~rh;,,- ·, .. 
neighborhoods (24.75). Neighborhood attachment is also low (2.25). • , •.. -.•. '....,.. -· _,, r"-- •\' However:;, · :·>.' · 
. j-., i,.- . 
only 12% of the residents were against the highway. . -· _ .. · .. ~-:~ .. :i~~-
Answers to Questi ans 4. I, 4.3 and 4. 4 indicate that this sample 
finds the neighborhood a satisfactory place to I ive, and sees no apprec,i'ali>,f:.i:i' 
- _~}:,~-
improvement in the future. Some 38% do not intend to stay in the neigh-
borhood. When asked where they wou Id prefer to move, 38% preferred Sou-th . -·~ 
' ' ' 
Omaha, 39% outside of Omaha, 14% e I sewhere in Omaha, and on 1,y 7% wou Id 
-:~;~~M ':K, 
--· - -- . ". - 'I.e., __ 
It many tami lies in this neighbor,hood had to be relocated, a fair < 
degree of disruption could probably be antic,lpated, due to the higher num-
ber of chi Jdren and greater number of persons per household. This could., 
also be complicated by the problems inherent in relocating minority grouJ),l. 
·:· ': •. \ ~ .'.i-
on the other hand, there is I ittle opposition to the highway,, and nelghc., ,·. 
borhood attachment is low, so that the positive aspects may prevai I. 
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Neighborhood Two 
The mean age of the sample from Neighborhood 2 is 42.6. The 
chi Id/adult ratio is .78, and the mean number of persons per household 
is 3.45. The owner-occupancy rate is 52% and the mean length of residence 
is 8.2. The composition of the sample was 29% white ethnic, 22 minority 
groups and 49% white American. More than 81% of the social and economic 
activities occurred outside the neighborhood. Neighborhood attachment is 
in a medium range (2.39), and the cohesiveness level is rather low at 
29.87. Forty-five percent of the sample was not in favor of the highway. 
A definite majority (61%) considered the neighborhood desirable 
as a place to live. Fifty-two percent of the respondents viewed the neigh-
borhood as either not changing much or becoming less desirable. Twenty-
three percent do not plan to be in the neighborhood in ten years. Given 
a choice, only 32% would prefer to move outside of Omaha, while a compara-
tively large percent would prefer to remain in the neighborhood. 
Because of the corridor routes, this neighborhood would be 
unaffected by Alternate I and affected only slightly by Alternate I I. 
Therefore, the probability of an appreciable direct impact is slight. 
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Neighborhood Seven 
The sample from neighborhood 7 consisted of thirteen households 
west of Highway 73-75. The mean age was 45.7, the chi Id/adult ratio was 
.68, and the number of persons per household was 3.62. The mean years of 
residence was high (II .4), and the owner-occupancy rate was also high (85%). 
Sixty-one percent of the sample identified themselves with white ethnic 
groups, and the remaining 39% were white Americans. There were no minorities. 
A high (92.50) percentage of the social and economic activities occur 
outside the neighborhood. Neighborhood attachment is high (3.40) and 
cohesiveness (33.42) is also in the high range. Forty-six percent of the 
respondents are against the highway. 
Fully 83% of the neighborhood seven sample view their neighbor-
hood as the "best place they can think of" to I ive. Seventy-five percent 
thought that the neighborhood would be more desirable ten years from now. 
Given several options, twenty percent wou Id prefer to remain .Ln the. ne\,gi,-
borhood, 30% would locate in South Omaha, 10% elsewhere in Omaha and 40% 
outside of Omaha. 
A I ready)(. a cohesive, stab I e neighborhood, prob I ems cou Id be 
anticipated if the highway were to interfere with the established patterns. 
However, the fact that the highway would not divide the neighborhood, but 
fol low its boundaries could minimize the possible negative effects. 
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Neighborhood Eight East 
Neighborhood BE has the youngest population of the nieghborhoods 
sampled. The mean age is 29.8. It has a ,high chi Id/adult ratio ( 1.10) 
and a persons-per-household score in the high range (4.05). 
The owner-occupancy rate is 76% and the mean years of residence 
is low (3.7). Only 21% of the sample identify with any ethnic group and 
there are no minority groups in the sample. Eight-five percent of the social and 
economic activities occur outside the neighborhood. Cohesiveness is rela-
tively high (31.71), but neighborhood attachment is low (2.04). Fifty-two 
percent of the sample showed opposition to the highway. 
Respondents are not optimistic about the future improvement of 
the ne i·ghborhood, a I though it is considered a des i rab I e p I ace to I i ve. 
Twenty-six percent do not p I an to be there in ten yea rs. Given a choice 
54.4% would choose to move outside of Omaha. 
The problems which could be anticipated if the highway were 
located in this area would appear to be those associated with moving young 
fami I ies with a number of children. The degree of resistance to the highway 
should also be considered. 
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Neighborhood Eight West 
The mean age for the Neighborhood 8W sample is 40.4. The chi Id/ 
adult ratio is .90, and the mean persons per household is 4.07. Neither 
of these are extremely high by comparison with the other neighborhoods. 
The owner-occupancy rate is 79% and the mean length of residence is 9.3 years. 
Neighborhood attachment is 2.89, which is in the high range, and cohesive-
ness (31 .79) is moderately high. Eighty five percent of the social and 
economic activities are outside the neighborhood. There is no minority 
group representation in the sample, and 65% of the sample identified with 
an ethnic group. Fifty-two percent disapproved of the highway construction. 
The neighborhood is viewed as a good place to I ive, but not much 
improvement is envisioned tor the future. Fifteen percent of the respondents 
would prefer to remain in the neighborhood if given a choice of locations. 
This neighborhood would probably not be directly affected by 
the highway corridor because its eastern boundary is somewhat to the west 
of the proposed route. However, it appears to be a moderately stable neigh-
borhood of fairly large families with a definite ethnic orientation. This, 
coupled with strong cohesiveness and neighborhood attachment, could be a 
source of difficulty for planners. 
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Neighborhood Six East 
The Neighborhood 6E sample had a mean age of 33.8, a chi Id/ 
adult ratio of 1.40 and a mean of 4.80 persons per household. It could 
be characterized as young, with larger families. The mean length of 
residence is 2.5 years, and the owner-occupancy is 100%. There is no 
ethnic identification or minority group representation. Neighborhood a 
attachment is low (2.15) but cohesiveness is quite high (41 .00). Seventy• 
eight percent of the activities occur outside the neighborhood. Forty 
percent of the sample is against the highway. 
The view of the neighborhood is favorable, but its future is 
viewed with some ambivalence. 
This is a fairly new neighborhood of large, young fami I ies. 
The pattern suggests that relocation would present problems, as would 
any interference with school attendance and social interaction norms. 
However, improved access to services and shopping, as wel I as el imina-
tion of neighborhood traffic congestion, would probably be considered 
beneficial. 
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Neighborhood Six West 
The mean age of the sample from neighborhood 6W is 44.6. There 
is a chi Id/adult ratio of .91 and a mean of 4.88 persons per household. 
The homes are 100% owner-occupied, and the mean length of residence is 
6.6 years. Seventy-eight percent of the social and economic activities 
are outside the neighborhood and cohesiveness is high (34.11), but neigh-
borhood attachment (2.36) is in the middle range. There was no minority 
group element, and only 14% identified with an ethnic group. Fifty-six 
percent of this sample was against the highway. 
Al I of the sample thought the neighborhood was either a pretty 
good place to live or the best place to I ive. There is a mixed view of 
the future of the neighborhood, with 36% viewing it as becoming more 
des i rab 1-e, 14% remaining the same, and 29% I ess des i rab I e. Twenty one 
percent don't plan to be there in ten years. If they moved, 92% would 
prefer to move outside of Omaha. 
Neighborhood 6W would probably not suffer great adverse effects 
from a highway constructed where Alternate I I is proposed. The pattern 
of activities suggests that if a highway were to improve access to other 
areas of the city, without involving individuals in relocation, the positive 
impact would be greater than the negative. 
-20-
TABLE 1 
ALTERNATE I 
TOTAL IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Negative Positive 
HIGH '" 6.89 HIGH 
'-7 MED, MED. 
LOW 4.11 LOW 
HIGH HIGH 
4E MED.- 4.39 6.63 MED. 
LOW LOW 
HIGH HIGH 
4W MED. 4.78 6.22 MED. 
LOW LOW 
HIGH HIGH 
. 
llE MED. 4.33 6; 67 MED. 
LOW LOW 
HIGH 7.25 HIGH 
llW 
MED. MED, 
LOW 3.75 LOW 
HIGH · HIGH 
MED. MED. 
LOW, LOW 
HIGH HIGH 
' 
MED, MED. 
LOW LOW 
· Lunbeck/CUA12/15/71 
TABLE 2 
ALTERNATE I 
COMPOSITE NEGATIVE IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
- -;ig~~:~~o~----~-1==-~-
0
::-;:~--~-~- Negative Impac:t 
r·-~----A~·~---~-=-~-A- _,___ --
------·--·---L ·---- i 
L nw ___________ l __________ 3. 75 ____ .L __________ Lo~ 
Lunbec:k/CUA/12/15/71 
,. 
TABLE 3 
ALTERNATE I 
COMPOSITE POSITIVE IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
- ______ --. -------~--~ -_-,------ -- ---------·-·- -~~-------- ........ --. _ __:, ____ -· - - .. . 
; Neighborhoods l Mean Rank Positive Impact 
!-·-·-·····--------------·--1··----------------------·--· . t--~-1~~-------_r ________ -7_:.=~------------------~:i:~--------
~-· ,:- ____ t ___ ~:~J----~---"'"2'" _ ___, 
L 7 -=--=:1 =~ ~ ·-- 1----~_-_L_o_w ___ _, 
Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71 
TABLE 4 
ALTERNATE I 
NEGATIVE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Mean Rank Ne,rntive Imuact 
4W 8.50 HIGH 
7 4.50 MEDIUM 
-llE 3.00 
4E 2.00 ) LOW 
llW 1.00 
Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71 
TABLE 5 
ALTERNATE I 
'! 
dlQ.SITIVE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
· Neighborhood Mean Rank Positive Imnact 
I llW -10.00 
4E 9.00 HIGH 
llE 8.00 
7 6.50 MEDIUM 
4W 2.50 LOW 
Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71 
TABLE 6 
ALTERNATE I 
NEGATIVE SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Mean Rank Ne"ative Imnact 
7 7.67 HIGH 
4E 6.67 
,_ 
llW 5.00 ' MEDIUM 
llE 5.00 
l 4W 3.33 LOW 
Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71 
TABLE 7 
ALTERNATE I 
POSITIVE SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Nei_ghborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact 
4W 7 .• 61 HIGH 
-llE 6.00 
MEDIUM 
llW 6.00 
-
4E 4.33 
LOW 
7 3.30 . 
TABLE 8 
ALTERNATE I 
POSITIVE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT 
BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
-~· 
" ......... _.,,_.,_...........,..,.....=_..=...,.~-.... -
Neighborhood Mean Rank Positi ve Impact 
·-· 
-~-.. .....,,.,.,.... ..................... ~ 
~w 8.50 RIG H 
~~~~·--·-
4E 6.50 
- -·---~=·-"' ,,_.,.,.........,,....,,,,__... .... ._.._~-· ----
llE 6,00 
' 
MED IUM 
........ -~....--
"""'-
llW 5.75 
f 2.50 LOW 
.,~ ..... ~-....,_ ..... ....,,....,,.,..,."""_. 
Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71 
TABLE 9 
- --- - - - - - ------ ---AL'.I'BRNAT-E I -------
NEGATIVE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT 
BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
--
Neighborhood Me an Rank Negative Impac.t 
.. ._...,.,.,. 
----
---... ~-
7 8.50 HIGH 
--------1---..----·· 
llW 5.25 
llE 5.00 MEDIUM 
·-
4E 4.50 
. 
4W 2. 50 LOW 
--~-----
Lunbec.k/CUA/12/15/71 
TABLE 10 
ALTERNATE II 
TOTAL IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Negative· Positive 
" 
HIGH 7.89 HIGH 
6W MED. MED. 
LOW 3,11 LOW 
HIGH HIGH 
6E MED. 6.78 4.22 MED. 
LOW LOW 
HIGH HIGH 
-
BE MED. 6.08 5.56 MED. 
LOW LOW 
HIGH HIGH 
. -
SW MED. 5.44 4.92 MED. 
. LOW LOW 
HIGH 6.33 HIGH 
-
2 MED. MED. 
LOW 4,67 LOW 
HIGH 6.67 HIGH 
. 
llE MED, MED, 
LOW 4.33 LOW 
HIGH 7,25 HIGH 
llW MED. MED. 
LOW 3.75 LOW 
Lunbeck/CUA12/l?/71 
------------
6E 
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TABLE II 
ALTERNATE II 
COMPOSITE NEGATIVE IMPACT 
BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
TABLE 1_2 
i 
I ALTERNATE II 
COMPOSITE POSITIVE IMPACT 1
1 BY NEIGHBORl!OOD j 
·-=·'-"'----=~---.,.,.,,,..,.,..~...,,, ... _ ---·----------="'·--.,~---
Neighborhoo~-·-·-- ······-··-·_!lean ~'.:..~..'.'-----~--..;;,':~2-.~e ... :1:.~.t 
::: --- --------:::~t---···-·-HI~~--
--- --·i- ----· -- _,, _________ ~_ - ·--
2 6.33 
--I-"' 4----'4 -+- -~I 
I 6E ----1---------:·.:t--··-j---- mnI~----···I 
t ____ 6W 1---~===:=_--3:_~~--=-=1=·-~:=LO~------~---j 
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TABLE 13 
ALTERNATE II 
NEGATIVE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Mean Rank Negative Impact 
,_ 
6E 9.50 
HIGH 
6W 8.50 
I• 
BE 7.00 
MEDIUM 
8W 6.50 
,_ 
2 4.50 
llE 3.00 . 
' LQR 
llW l.00 
TABLE 14 
ALTERNATE II 
POSITIVE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact 
llW 10.00 ,-
HIGH 
llE 8.00 
-2 6.50 
SW 4.50 ) MEDIUM 
BE 4.00 
I• 
6W 2.50 
LOW 
6E 1.50 
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TABLE 15 
ALTERNATE II 
NEGATIVE SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Mean Rank Negative Impact 
-6W 7.17 
6E 6.83 > HIGH 
SW 6.00 
-lLW 5.00 
llE 5.00 > MEDIUM 
l BE 4.33 
I 2 3.00 LOW 
TABLE 16 
ALTERNATE II 
POSITIVE SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact 
2 8.00 HIGH 
BE 6.67 .... 
llE 6.00 
• MEDIUM 
llW 6.00 j 
. 
SW 5. 00 ,, 
" 
6E 4.17 h 
l LOW 6W 3.83 I 
TABLE l7 
ALTERNATE II 
NEGATIVE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT 
BY NEIGHBORROOD 
-:~~. -~:::;:;·~----,····----·-:::::;:~~----i--~~::;~· Impact ! 
. ·--------+--·-··- - --·------· ------·-·" "'"··-·· i 
I :w . . - :::: . !-·--- HIGH . I 
1--·-------·------.- ..... ----.. ·--------·-· , ___________ .. .,_, ___ \ 
I SW 5. 75 I l - - ! ----·---~,--·-----·--·-~->-• ' =-~-~---~-~<> -~~-- • aM--.~-=-t O 
i llW l 5 .25 MEDIUM l 
I .................... +--·-----·"'"'•"""'-··--·· ............... -·· ___ .. .__________________ i I • ! l 
I llE I 5. 00 ' l ----·---·-···---.. -- ............ r------ ......... - .............. .. .......... f...... .. ..... .............................. ----1 
l :: --· -----t-------::::·-·----+-----·LOW --------~ 
' -----. . . ______ .... _., .................... ______ ,,,, ... ., ......... _,_.l 
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TABLE 18 
ALTERNATE II 
POSITIVE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT 
BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
Neighborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact 
2 6.33 1--.., 
BE 6.00 
,. -----
llE 6.00 ) HIGH 
I llW 5.75 I 
' 
SW 5.25 _j 
6E 4.22 MEDIUM 
6W 3.11 LOW 
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TABLE 19 
NEGATIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND INDICATOR 
--_,_,,,.._,,_,.,. ___ __.,.,,.._.,,.,_~-~- _n._.....,_.,..,..,~, •. ~Q-_,.,..,_..-~---·~~-~-,.,. ',.. '"'· ·~•~-~--... ~,.=-•a ____ ---=~_,,,...,...,~ 
[GATOR NEIGHBORHOOD 
. 
~graphic -, 2 4W 4E 6W 6E 7 SW .SE llW llE 
sons per household 4 8 2 10 9 5 7 6 1 3 
.ld to adult 5 9 2 7 10 4 6 8 1 3 
Mean Rank 4.50 8.50 2.00 8.50 9.50 4.50 6.50 7.oo - 1.00 3.00 
• 
:::io-economic l 
ner occupancv I 1 3 7 9.5 9:f.5 8 6 ---- ------r-----· 5 2 4 
no-th of residence 4 6 8 3 
i 
1. 7 ·: 5 2 10 I 9 
1hesiv'eness ! 4 1 5 9 10 8 7 6 
.3 2 
-· i 
•- - -! r, Mean Rank 3.00 3.33 6.67 7 .17 6.83 7.67 6.00 4.33 5 .\ 5.00 
f 
' ' 
--
ocial PsycholoBical . t - - i. ~ _·! 
- I - I - -'-:"."-~ ,,_....._ ____ ~ . ! 1 ·eio-hborhood attachment 7 4 ' 5 6 3 10 9 2 8 1 
\' I 
' I ~o-ainst Hio-hwav l 6 1 4 10 5 7 2.5 8 2.5 9 
~-
Mean Rank 6.50 2.50 4.50 8.00 
'T 
4.00 s;so,r 5.75 5.00 5.25 5.00 
Sum of Means 11:4.00 14.33 13.17 
' 
23.67 20.33 20. 67:' iB.25 16.33 11.25.·-· 13.00 
Mean of Means 4.67 4.78 4.39 7.89 6.78 6.89 6.08 5.44 3.75 4,33 
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TAllLE 20 
POSITIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND INDICATOR 
r~~:To:-~ .. ---·--.---·---·----~~o~:·;- --
; 
~-·-""'---------·-·--··· r·-··---· .. ···------·· . ~~=•' ·~~A>-s.=,, ·~·---·~t~-~ l 
/ Demographic 2 4W 4E 6W 6E 7 SW SE llW llE 
l ~---~ " 
' 
: .~ 
!Persons per household 7 3 9 1 2 6 4 5 10 8 ... 
' 
-
!child/ Adult Ratio 6 2 9 4 1 7 5 3 10 8 :,. ]. 
i 
->-· 
!Mean 6.50 2.50 9.00 2.50 1.50 6.50 4.50 4.00 10.0 8.0 . . 
-- ~~--~,,..,,, "·--·-- ,,-,._..,.,.-~.-=---- ... - ~-..._..,....,. 
.. 
t 
I 
l 
lsocio'5economic 
' 
f0wner ·1 ' occupancy 10 8 4 1.5 1.5 3 5 6 9 V. ! 
----· 
.. 
I )Length of residence 7 5 3 8 , 10 4 6 9 1 }. 
I ·.,-
jcohesiveneRs -7 10 6 2 1 3 4 5 8 9 
' -(Mean 8.00· 7.67 4.33 3.83 · ii .17 3.33 5.00 6.67 6.00 
,' 
6.00 
c 
-1 l j 
; 
¥ 
{social Psychological 
'· ;-1 l I 
.,... 
!Neighborhood attachment 4 7 6 5 8 1 2 3 10 •• a .. 
• 
' -
.>. ·: i t Favor highway 5 10 7 1 6 4 I 8. 5 3 8.5 2,,r. 
' 
.. 
l ~---· -
!Mean 4.50 8.50 6.50 3.00 7.00 2.50 5.25 6.00 5.75 6,_o~" 
• .. 
'. J~um of means 19.00 18.67 19.88 9.33 12.67 12.33 14.75 16.67 21. 75 20ib ·, 
; ' .i i 
-
. ·--
-
'· 
jMean f J .-of means 6.33 6.22 6.63 3.11 4.22 4.11 4.92 5.56 7.25 6 :'6T · 
-
--
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TABLE 21 
SCORE AND NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND INDICATOR 
NEIGHBORHOODS 
2 4W 4E 
---
INDICATOR TI, UU RANK RANK RANK 
Score Neg. Pas. Score Neg. Pas. Score Neg. Pas. Score Neg. Pas. 
Demographic 
. 
Persons per house 3.45 4 7 - 4 .25 8 ~ 2.76 2 9 4.88 10 1 
-
Child/Adult :78 5 6 1.13 9 2 .42 2 9 _ ,91 7 4 
Mean Rank d 4.50 6.50 ' 2.50 I 8.50 2.00 9.00 8.50 2.50 
l 
Soc.io-economic 
-
Owner occupied(%) sz.op 1 10 62.00 . 3 . 8 81.00 7 4 100.00 9.5 1.5 
Mobility 8.2· ,/' 4 7 
' 
9.7 6 5 11.60 8 3 6.60 3 8 
Cohesiveness 29.S:Z 4 7 24.75 1 10 31. 52. 5 . 6 34.11 9 2 
. -
Mean Rank 3.00 8.00. 3.33 7.67 6.67 4.33 7.17 3.83 
"' . -. -- .. --
-
•..•. -
. - ·-· ·----.. 
I 
Social Psychological 
I 
---·-· ···- ----· --· 
NeiE!hboirhood Attachment 2.39 7 .4 2. 25 ' 4. 7 2.30 .5 6 . 2.36 6 5 
.. 
Against Highway (%) 45.00 6 5 12.00 1 10 34.00 4 7 ·56.QQ. 10 1 
MEAN RANK 6.50 4.50 2.50 8.50. 4.50 6.50 8.00 3.00 
SUM OF MEANS 14.00 19.00 14.33 18.67 13.17 19.88 23.67 9.33 
MEAN OF MEANS 4.67 6.33 4.78 6,22 4.39 6.63 7.89 3.11 · 
. - .. . .. 
-···-·· 
Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71 
""'" 
~--
. 
: '·':";'..' 
.·,. 
·.·, 
INDICATOR 
Demoi;;raphic 
Persons per house 
Child/Adult 
Mean Rank 
Socio-economic 
Owner occupied(%) 
' Mobility 
. -
Cohesiveness 
. -
Mean Rank 
Social Psycholo~ical 
.. 
--·--·· .·--~--~ ---
Nei~hborhood Attachment 
Against Highway (%) 
MEAN RANK 
-
·. , SUM OF MEANS 
MEAN OF MEANS 
···-· - -, -- ··- ... 
. ;;;"Q;,Jd:<"" 
T.nnh<>r k I CUA12/15/71 
TABLE 21 (Continued) 
SCORE AND NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND INDICATOR 
NEIGHBORHOODS 
6E 7 8W 
l>I m, RANK RANK 
Score Neg. Pas. Score Neg. Pas. Score Neg. Pas. 
4.80 9 2 3.62 5 6 4 .07 7 4 
1.40 10 1 .68 4 7 .90 6 5 
9.50 1.50 4.50 6.50 6.50 4.50 
100.00 9.5 1.5 85.00 8- 3 79.00 6 5 
2.50· 1 10 11.40 7 4 9.3 5 6 
41.00 10 1 32.61 8 3 31. 79 7 4 
, 
6.83 4.17 
' 
],. 67 3.30 6.00 5.00 
-··-- - - - - - -
..... 
- . - ---
..... :;..--- - .. • ....... :. C::.:...: .• ..... . -
. . 
2.15 3 .. 8 3.21 lQ 1 2.89 . 9 2 
40.00 5 6 46.00 7 4 29.00 2.5 8.5 
4.00 7.00 8.50 2.50 5. 75 5 .25 
20.33 12.67 20.67 12.33 18.25 14. 75 
6.78 4.22 6.89 4.11 6.08 4.92 
- . ............ ..... .. . -- -
-
- . 
-·-··· 
8E 
RANK 
Score Neg. Pos. 
4.05 6 5 
1.10 8 3 
7.00 4.00 
I 
-
' 76.00 5. 6 
3.70 2 9 
31. 71 6 5 
4.33 6.67 
-·. ·-
2.04 2 9 
52.00 8 3. 
5.00 6.00 
16.33 16.67 
5.44 5.56 
TABLE 21 (Continued) 
" .. , SCORE AND NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND INDICATOR 
NEIGHBORHOODS 
llW llE 
INDICATOR '" ,w RANK 
Score Neg. Pos. Score Neg. Pos. 
DemograEhic 
Persons per house ' 2,43 1 10 3.15 8 3 
Child/ Adult .31 1 10 .56 3 ·s 
Mean Rank 1.00 10.00 3.00 s.oo 
Socio-economic 
Owner occupied(%) 57.00 2 9 64.00 4. 7 
Mobility 12.90 10 1 12,30 9 ·2 
Cohesiveness 27 .so 3 8 27,47 2 9 
- -
Mean Rank· s.oo 6.00 s.oo 6.00 
. -·-""" --
Social Psycholo~ical 
--·---··· 
i. Neighborhood Attachment 2.84 8 3 2.03 1 10 
Against Highway(%) · 29.00 2,5 8.5 53.DO 9 2 
MEAN RANK 5.25 5.75 s.oo 6.00 
SUM OF MEANS 11.25 21. 75 13.00 20.00 
MEAN OF MEANS 3.75 7,25 4.33 6.67 
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TABLE 22 
NEGATIVE IMPACT Rl\NKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
MEAN COHESIVENESS SCORES 
Neighborhood Score Rank 
4W 24.75 1 
4E 31.52 5 
6W 34.11 9 
6E 41.00 10 I 
I 
8W 31. 79 7 I 
I 
8E l 31.71 6 ! 
' 
llW 27.50 3 l I 
llE 27.47 2 I 
• 
2 29.87 4 
7 32.61 8 
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TABLE 23 
NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
MEAN NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD 
Neighborhood Score Rank 
4W 4.25 8 
4E 2.76 2 
6W I 4 .88 10 
6E I 4.80 9 
SW 4.07 7 
SE I 4. 05 6 I 
I llW 2.43 1 ! 
llE 3.15 3 
2 I 3.45 I 4 
• I i ' I I 7 3.62 5 
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'.J;ABLE 24 
POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
MEAN YEARS OF RESIDENCE 
Neighborhood Score Rank 
4W 9.7 5 
4E 11.6 3 
6W 6.6 8 
I 6E 2.5 10 I 
8W 9.3 6 
8E 3.7 9 
llW 12.9 1 
i llE 12.3 2 
I 2 8.2 7 
7 11.4 4 
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TABLE 25 
NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
PERCENT OWNER OCCUPANCY 
Neighborhood Score (%) Rank 
4W 62 3 
4E 81 7 
6W 100 9.5 
6E 100 9.5 
SW ! 79 I 6 
BE I 76 5 
llW I 57 2 
llE I 64 4 
2 52 1 I 
7 I 85 8 
! 
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TABLE 26 
NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
NEIGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT 
Nei<>hborhood Score Rank 
' 4W 2.25 4 I 
4E 2.30 5 
6W 2.36 6 
6E 2.15 3 
I RV"'' l 2.89 9 l 
! ; 
l BE 2.04 2 
l I l llW 2.84 8 
llE 2.03 1 
,. 2 2.39 7 
7. 3.21 10 l 
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TABLE 27 
NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
PERCENT AGAINST HIGHWAY 
Neighborhood Score (%) Rank 
4W 12 1 
4E 34 4 
6W 56 10 
6E 40 5 
l SW 29 2.5 
' l BE 52 I 8 
I 
' 
llW 29 2.5 
i I ' I llE 53 ! 9 
\ I l 2 45 6 
! 7 46 I 7 I 
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TABLE 28 
NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHILD/ADULT RATIO 
Nefahborhood Score Rank 
4W Ll3 9 
4E .42 2 
6W .91 7 
I 6E 1.4 10 
BW .90 6 
BE 1.1 8 
llW .31 1 
·1 
llE .56 3 
2 .78 5 
7 .68 4 
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TABLE 29 
POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHILD/ADULT RATIO 
Neighborhood Score Rank 
4W 1.13 2 
4E .42 9 
6W . ,91 4 l 
6E 1.4 1 
SW .90 I 5 ! 
SE 1.1 3 
llW .31 ! 10 ! 
llE .56 ! ~ s I 
2 . 78 I 6 
! I 7 .68 j 7 
' 
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TABLE 30 
POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
MEAN NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD 
Neighborhood Score Rank 
4W 4.25 3 
4E 2.76 9 
6W 4.88 1 
6E 4.80 2 
I SW 4.07 4 
I l j BE 4.05 I 5 
llW 2.43 10 
l llE 3.15 8 
2 3.45 I 7 
' 
7 I 3.62 6 
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TABLE 31 
NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
MEAN YEARS OF RESIDENCE 
. 
Neighborhood Score Rank 
4W 9,7 6 
4E 11. 6 8 
6W 6.6 3 
6E 2.5 1 
SW 9.3 
I 5 
' 
SE 3.7 2 
' 
llW I 12.9 I 10 
llE I 12.3 9 
I 2 I 8.2 t 4 I 
7 11.4 7 
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TABLE 32 
POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
MEAN COHESIVENESS SCORES 
Neighborhood Score Rank 
4W 24,75 10 
4E 31.52 6 
6W 34.11 2 
6E 41.00 1 
I SW 31. 79 4 
! 
BE 31. 71 5 
llW 27.50 8 
' 
llE 27.47 9 
I 2 29.87 I 7 
I 7 32.61 3 I 
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TABLE 33 
POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
NEIGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT 
Neighborhood Score Rank 
4W 2.25 7 
4E 2,30 6 
6W 2.36 5 
6E 2.15 8 
SW I 2.89 2 
SE 2.04 9 
i llW I 2.84 3 
I llE 2.03 10 
' 2 i 2.39 4 
! 
; 7 I 3.21 1 
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TABLE 34 
POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
PERCENT OWNER OCCUPANCY 
Neighborhood Score (%) 
4W 62 
4E 81 
6W 100 
6E 100 
SW 79 
BE 76 
llW 57 
llE 64 
2 52 
7 85 
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Rank 
8 
4 
1.5 
1.5 
5 
6 
9 
7 
10 
3 
TABLE 35 
POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 
PERCENT AGAINST HIGHWAY 
Neighborhood Score (%) Rank 
4W 12 10 
I 4E 34 7 I 
6W 56 1 
6E 40 6 
' 8W I 29 8.5 
' i I I BE 52 3 
I ' llW l 29 8.5 \ 
! 
i llE 53 2 
2 ! 45 5 , 
7 46 I 4 
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TABLE 36 
NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILES 
Ne i ghJ,,, NI , Cohesive- Mobility % Home Chi Id/ % Activ- Neigh- % Against Persons Mean Age % White 
bor- ness Scores (mean Owned Adult ities borhood Highway per Age Range Ethnic2 
hood years) Ratio Outside Attach- House- (yrs) (yrs) 
' Neighbor- ment hold 
hood 
4W ( 8) 24.75 9.7 62.00 I. 13 91. IO ' 2.25 12.00 4.25 42.6 61 .oo 16.6 
11 E (94) 27.47 12.3 64.00 .56 63.7 2.03 53.00 3.15 51 .4 51 .40 44.0 
I IW ( I 4 l 27.50 12.9 57.00 .31 63.7 2.84 29.00 2.43 55.0 55.40 15.0 
2 ( 31 l 29.87 8.2 52.00 .78 8 I. 7 2.39 45.00 3.45 42.6 51 .oo 29.0 
4E ( 21 ) 31 .52 11 .6 81 .oo .42 91. IO 2.30 34.00 2.76 49.9 53.00 40.0 
8E ( 21 l 31. 71 3.7 76.00 I .10 85.40 2.04 52.00 4.05 29.8 32.00 21 .0 
8W ( I 4) 31. 79 9.3 79.00 .90 85.40 2.89 29.00 4.07 40.4 44.00 65.0 
7 ( I 3 l 33.42 11.4 85.00 .68 92.50 3.40 46.00 3.62 45.7 52.00 61 .0 
6W (9) 34. 11 6.6 100.00 .91 78.40 2.36 56.00 4.88 44.6 50.00 14.0 
6E ( 5) 41 .00 2.5 100.00 I .40 78.40 2. 15 40.00 4.80 33.8 16.00 --
N = Number of Respondents. 
2 White ethnic refers to national origin or stock. 
3 Minority group is defined as Black, Spanish American, Mexican American, American Indian, Oriental--those groups 
highly visible because of skin color. 
Lunbeck/CUA/1/20/72 
% Min-
ority 
Group3 
i 
33.00 
11 .20 
30.0 
22.0 
5.0 
--
--
--
--
--
TABLE 37 
PERCENT OF ACTIVITIES OCCURRING OUTSIDE NEIGHBORHOODS 
Neighbor- NI Employ- Shopping Enter- Grocery School Church Friends Relatives I nforma I 
hoods ment except tain- Shopping Clubs 
grocery ment 
2 31 98 100 100 97 88.5 85 26 47 12.5 
4 29 100 100 100 79 94 87 50 88 90 
6 15 100 100 100 100 12.5 46 8 38 100 
. 
7 13 100 100 100 I 00 100 100 27 45 100 
8 35 100 98.5 98 I 00 75 92 40 61 44 
11 108 98 67.5 78.5 58 41 36 26 63 26 
N = Number of Respondents. 
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TABLE 38 
NEIGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT 
Question 4.1 How do you feel about your neighborhood as a place to I ive? 
Neighborhood 2 4 6 
Mean Score 2.55 3.03 3.71 
No. % No. % No. % No. 
( 4) Best place I can think of 4 13 11 38 10 71 10 
( 3) A pretty good .... 15 48 9 31 4 29 I 
(2) Al I right 6 19 8 28 -- -- I 
( I ) Don •·t care 6 19 I 3 -- -- --
( 0) No answer -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 31 99 29 I 00 14 100 12 
Lunbeck/CUA/1/20/72 
7 8 11 
3.75 3.06 3.02 
% No. % No. % 
83 8 24 39 36 
8 21 62 40 37 
8 4 12 23 21 
-- I 3 4 6 
-- -- -- 2 2 
99 34 IOI 108 102 
TABLE 39 
NEIGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT 
Question 4.3 How do you picture your neighborhood ten years from now? 
Neighborhood 2 4 6 
Mean Score 2.55 2.00 2.64 
No. % No. % No. % 
( 4) More desirable 7 23 3 ID 5 36 
( 3) About the same 12 39 9 31 2 14 
( 2) Less des i rab I e 4 13 4 14 4 29 
C I ) Don't plan to be here 7 23 11 38 3 21 
( 0) No opinion I 3 2 7 0 0 
Lunbeck/CUA/1/20/72 
7 8 11 
3.58 2.41 2.24 
No. % No. % No. % 
9 75 6 18 10 9 
2 17 13 38 45 42 
0 0 5 15 27 25 
I 8 9 26 16 15 
0 0 I 3 10 9 
TABLE 40 
NEIGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT 
Question 4.4 If you were to move from this address would you prefer to move to: 
Neigh- NI In neigh- South Outside 
borhoods borhood Omaha Omaha Omaha 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
2 31 6 19 11 35 4 13 10 32 
4 28 2 7 11 38 4 14 11 39 
6 12 0 0 I 8 0 0 I I 92 
7 10 2 20 3 30 I 10 4 40 
8 33 5 15 2 6 8 24 18 54.5 
11 99 19 19 31 31 16 16 33 33.3 
Totals 213 34 16 59 27.7 33 15 87 40.8 
N = Number of Respondents. 
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